
IF THE US armed forces are to fight in the
fu ture, at the op era tional or stra te gic lev -
els of war fare, they will do so jointly. A
joint na tional mili tary strat egy sets the

re quire ments for joint plans to be de vel oped
in the short term. These plans set ob jec tives
for all uni fied com mand ers in chief (CINC) in 
their ar eas of re spon si bil ity (AOR). The re -
quire ment that CINCs cre ate vari ous con tin -
gency and other plans leads, in turn, to the
crea tion of joint mission- essential task lists

(JMETL) by CINC staffs and sub or di nate joint
com mands. JMETLs, which iden tify the per -
form ance of spe cific tasks to exe cute these
plans suc cess fully, are then used by the CINCs 
and the Joint Staff to iden tify and fund joint
train ing, de ter mine the di rec tion of joint doc -
trine de vel op ment, and pro vide joint jus ti fi -
ca tion for vari ous pro grams.

With this iden ti fi ca tion of the CINCs’ im -
me di ate needs, the Joint Staff has re cently
moved to a vi sion of fu ture di rec tions, found
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in the pub li ca tion Joint Vi sion 2010  (JV
2010).1  Re quire ments pro vided by the
CINCs, serv ices, and Joint Staff, as well as ad -
vances that emerg ing tech nol ogy hopes to
de liver in the next few years, all in flu enced JV 
2010.2 One can use JV 2010 (for the long run)
and JMETLs (for the short run) to iden tify
joint train ing and pro gram matic re quire -
ments. They will soon play a role in de ter min -
ing joint op era tional readi ness cri te ria.

The US Air Force has just pub lished its fu -
ture vi sion in Global En gage ment: A Vi sion for
the 21st Cen tury Air Force, which also pur ports
to pro vide guid ance for the con duct of fu ture
mili tary op era tions, as so ci ated train ing, and
ma te riel the Air Force will buy.3 Global En -
gage ment is the Air For ce’s in put to joint pro -
cesses. Like the other serv ices’ vi sion docu -
ments, it must come to grips with the new
JMETL pro cess, JV 2010, and the ob vi ous
move to sub or di na tion of serv ice train ing,
doc trine de vel op ment, and pro cure ment to
joint ness.

This ar ti cle re views the con cept of JMETLs
and joint vi sion and as sesses their im pact on
the long- range train ing, pro cure ment, and
readi ness of the US armed serv ices. Fur ther, it
as sesses the need for im prove ments to the
cur rent pro cess of iden ti fy ing needs for train -
ing and pro cure ment pri ori ti za tion that bal -
ances the im me di ate re quire ments of war-
 fighting CINCs with longer- term in ter ests of
the uni formed armed serv ices.

JMETL Development
 and Planned Uses

One finds sce nar ios for pos si ble fu ture
com bat in the cur rent ver sions of the Na -
tional Se cu rity Strat egy, the Na tional Mili tary
Strat egy, the De fense Plan ning Guid ance, the
Joint Stra te gic Ca pa bili ties Plan, and ap pli ca ble 
trea ties.4 Sce nar ios con tained in these docu -
ments, in turn, drive con tin gency plan ning
by the war- fighting uni fied CINCs, who, af ter
ana lyz ing their vari ous con tin gency plans
and other guid ance, de rive JMETL tasks. To
ap pear on a CINC’s JMETL, a task must be per -
formed by a joint staff or force, de rived from a 

mis sion as signed to a CINC by higher author -
ity, and con sid ered so criti cal that fail ure to
suc cess fully com plete it would jeop ard ize the
mis sion.

Simi lar JMETL de vel op ment takes place by
sub or di nate joint com mand ers within the
AORs of each CINC. For ex am ple, com mand -
ers of re gional or func tional ar eas would have
JMETLs for their staff head quar ters. Stand ing
or po ten tial joint task force (JTF) head quar -
ters that plan to op er ate within a CINC’s AOR
would also have their own JMETLs. Logi cally,
these sub or di nate JMETLs would be pre pared
to achieve joint goals and ob jec tives iden ti -
fied by the CINCs.

Some tasks to be per formed by sub or di nate 
com mands are joint, but oth ers re main pri -
mar ily un der the cog ni zance of the serv ice
com po nent com mander. A CINC’s air force
com po nent com mander, such as the com -
mander of Air Com bat Com mand, would
have serv ice mission- essential task lists
(METL) de signed to at tain serv ice tasks in sup -
port of the CINC. A num bered air force might
have a sub or di nate METL iden ti fy ing tasks to
be com pleted in sup port of the air force com -
po nent com mander. It could also have JMETL 
tasks as so ci ated with its role as a po ten tial JTF
head quar ters in di rect sup port of a CINC.

Some JMETL tasks are com bat ive—oth ers
are not. Al though the Na tional Se cu rity Strat -
egy, the Na tional Mili tary Strat egy, the De fense
Plan ning Guid ance, and the Joint Stra te gic Ca -
pa bili ties Plan  con tain pri mary com bat mis -
sions to be per formed by the uni fied CINCs in 
their AORs, these CINCs also have other guid -
ance that shapes their pri ori ties. One finds
this guid ance in such docu ments as the Uni -
fied Com mand Plan, trea ties, and other re -
gional pol icy docu ments. Thus, a CINC might 
have JMETL tasks in sup port of hu mani tar ian
op era tions, mili tary sup port to civil authori -
ties, and other simi lar non com bat mis sions.

When the CINCs as sem ble a list of joint
tasks—com bat ive and non com bat ive—within
their AORs and de ter mine that these tasks are
mis sion es sen tial, they have thus as sem bled
their JMETL.5 This list need not be ap proved
by a CINC’s serv ice com po nent com mand ers,
who are ex pected to pro duce JMETLs that
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sup port their CINC as well as METLs that sup -
port their serv ice.

As com pli cated as this pro cess sounds, it
re flects and meets the de sires of Con gress to
sub or di nate train ing, equip ping, and readi -
ness of the US armed forces to joint war fare.
At the heart of this sys tem of JMETL de vel op -
ment, how ever, is the sub or di na tion of joint-
 force and com po nent train ing, pro gram -
ming, and readi ness to meet cur rent con tin -
gency plans.6 In other words, JMETL- based
pri ori ti za tion will re sult in the train ing,
equip ping, and readi ness of the US armed
forces to meet theo reti cal con tin gen cies en -
vis aged within the next few years. Such an ap -
proach, how ever, does not take the long view.

Problems with Joint
Mission-Essential Tasks

Tac ti cal units, such as squad rons, per form
tasks at the tac ti cal level of war fare. Wings
per form a com bi na tion of tactical- level joint
tasks and tac ti cal serv ice tasks. Num bered air
forces, as po ten tial JTF head quar ters and pro -
vid ers of joint force air com po nent com -
mand ers, pri mar ily per form joint tasks at the
op era tional level of war fare. The uni fied
CINC’s JMETL con tains joint tasks to be per -
formed at the thea ter/stra te gic level of war -
fare, al though there are ex cep tions to this
gen er ali za tion. For the most part, Wash ing -
ton han dles na tional stra te gic tasks, al though 
CINCs per form this func tion also.

Mili tary de part ments have na tional and
thea ter-/strategic- level re spon si bili ties in -
volv ing train ing, equip ping, and or gan iz ing
the US armed serv ices as out lined in vari ous
con gres sional stat utes and De part ment of De -
fense (DOD) and Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS)
ad min is tra tive regu la tions. These in clude
roles spe cifi cally as signed to the serv ices in
the Na tional Se cu rity Act of 1947; Ti tles 10
and 14 of the US Code; DOD In struc tion
5100.1, Func tions of the De part ment of De fense
and Its Ma jor Com po nents; and Joint Pub 0-2,
Uni fied Ac tion Armed Forces, as well as other
such laws and regu la tions. These train ing,
equip ping, and or gan iz ing roles of the

services in clude both short- and long- term ef -
forts and have been re ferred to as “core com -
pe ten cies.”

Be cause of this long- term re spon si bil ity,

serv ices pub lish vi sions such as Global En gage -
ment that in di cate where they are go ing in the
fu ture. What is the re la tion ship be tween the
serv ices’ views of what they need and the
views found in JV 2010? The serv ices have all
agreed with what ap peared in JV 2010; one
view main tains that they need only pro vide
de tails on what they would do to exe cute this
joint vi sion. Real joint vi sion that drives fu -
ture pro gram matic re quire ments is some -
what new and sig nals a po ten tial ma jor ero -
sion of the pre roga tives of the mili tary
de part ments to train, or gan ize, and equip.

Cur rent con tin gency plans—there fore
JMETLs—are driven by cur rent, not emerg ing,
threats. Hence, it is not sur pris ing that the
newly is sued JV 2010 and Global En gage ment
are de void of any men tion of lim ited or re -
gional war or re con sti tu tion against a re sur -
gent or emer gent global threat.7 The spec -
trum of con flict for which all the armed
serv ices have pre pared in cludes global nu -
clear war (un likely but at least listed) and, at
the high end of the con ven tional spec trum, a
ma jor re gional con tin gency (MRC)—re cently
re named ma jor thea ter war fare (MTW).

Let us re call from the days of the cold war
what the armed forces of the United States
were sup posed to be able to han dle.8 This in -
cluded global nu clear war as well as global
con ven tional war in volv ing mul ti ple AORs.
Un til re cently, the US mili tary also had a cate -
gory for re gional war—a ma jor war in one
AOR. In the “old days,” the next lesser cate -
gory was the MTW—Ko rea and South west
Asia. Global En gage ment makes clear that the
MTW, not lim ited or re gional war, is now the
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most de mand ing con ven tional com bat sce -
nario for which the Air Force must train and
equip.

Core Competencies
Now that we un der stand the con text of

the MTW, we can bet ter com pre hend the
core com pe ten cies of the Air Force. Listed in 
Global En gage ment, they in clude air and
space su pe ri or ity, global at tack (rapid
strikes any where on the globe), rapid global 
mo bil ity, pre ci sion en gage ment, in for ma -
tion su pe ri or ity, and ag ile com bat sup port.
These com pe ten cies, how ever, are ex -
pressed in the con text of con ven tional com -
bat no more de mand ing than an MTW.
They are not un der stood to in volve a re -
gional war or global con ven tional war.
Hence, the Air Force must train for and/or
pro cure for the fol low ing in the con text of
an MTW: the air ex pe di tion ary force, fu ture
con cepts for un manned air borne ve hi cles
with the ca pa bil ity for sup pres sion of en -
emy air de fenses, and ag ile com bat sup port
from the con ti nen tal United States to a for -
ward thea ter.

Al though the Air Force core com pe ten cies
con tained in Global En gage ment are com pati -
ble with those found in a CINC’s JMETLs and
in JV 2010, the de gree of sup port for those
core com pe ten cies might strain the oth er wise 
good re la tion ships be tween Air Force com -
mand ers and staffs and joint com mand ers
and staffs. For ex am ple, in pri ori tiz ing pro -
grams that will re ceive joint sup port, joint
com mand ers might view global at tack as a

task that a sin gle com pos ite wing could per -
form, whereas the Air Force might have a
larger ca pa bil ity in mind. Need ing to re spond
only at the MTW level, the joint com mander
could as sume that other non–Air Force as sets
were avail able for rapid strikes any where in
the world; thus, one would need smaller
num bers of Air Force units within a big ger
joint ca pa bil ity.

Simi larly, pre ci sion en gage ment in the
con text of global nu clear war might have two
mean ings, de pend ing upon one’s view of the
re quire ment. Not long ago the Air Force and
the White House agreed on the need for pre ci -
sion nu clear strikes as part of both nu clear
war- fighting and de ter rent strate gies that jus -
ti fied the use of manned bomb ers ca pa ble of
pene trat ing the air de fenses of our most wor -
thy po ten tial ad ver sary. Is this view still
shared by the Air Force and the White House
or JCS?

Would our CINCs, charged by the White
House and JCS with nu clear war- fighting and
de ter rent mis sions, be able to de scribe their
re quire ments for non pre ci sion strikes us ing
only bal lis tic mis siles? Has the na tional nu -
clear war- fighting or de ter rent strat egy
shifted to wards pun ish ment, thus un der min -
ing the need for manned pene trat ing bomb -
ers ca pa ble of strik ing vari ous de fended, mo -
bile, or hard tar gets with pre ci sion?

Other Service Issues
One also finds in the Army, Navy, and Ma -

rine Corps this po ten tial dis con nect be tween
new joint re quire ments and tra di tional serv -
ices’ views of how to con duct war fare. With
an MTW as the most de mand ing sce nario for
fu ture com bat, would any uni fied CINC cre -
ate a JMETL re quire ment for an Army corps to
fight as a single- service force at the three- star
level? Or would an Army corps com mander
more likely op er ate as a JTF com mander?

If fu ture com bat at the op era tional level is
joint, then why does Army train ing still in -
clude prepa ra tion for com bat by three- star
corps com mand ers op er at ing as a single- ser-
 vice force? Does the an swer change if we as -
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sume that operational- level com bat in the fu -
ture is mul ti na tional and not nec es sar ily
joint? What JMETL or METL re quire ments of
Army corps com mand ers drive the Bat tle field
Com mand Train ing Pro gram?

This three- star role in com bat is not an
Army- only is sue. The Air For ce’s view of an air 
“cam paign” in volves a sin gle serv ice per -
form ing an operational- level mis sion not re -
quired in a joint en vi ron ment. Ac cord ing to
joint doc trine, all cam paigns are joint. Thus, a 
sin gle serv ice would per form only an op era -
tion, at most.

Is Blue Flag at the level of a single- service
op era tion, or is it a joint ex er cise? What are
the JMETL or METL re quire ments of the Air
Force to run this ex er cise? If Blue Flag is more
joint than sin gle serv ice, then why does the
Air Force run it with out the over sight of a
CINC?

Simi larly, there should be no such thing as
a na val cam paign, even if na val war fare is
multis erv ice in na ture. To day, very few peo -
ple would ac knowl edge the ex is tence of a
credi ble mili tary threat to mari time forces in

the deep- ocean en vi ron ment. A uni fied
CINC’s con tin gency plans for an MTW en vi -
ron ment would not likely as sume credi ble
threats to ship ping or na val forces tran sit ing
the deep oceans en route to a trou ble spot.
There fore, one proba bly would not find a ca -
pa bil ity for open- ocean com bat against a de -
ter mined high- seas threat on any uni fied
CINC’s JMETL or in any mari time JTF com -
man der’s JMETLs de signed to sup port cur rent 
plans.

If uni fied CINCs as sume a “free ride”
across the oceans, there would be no need to
train mari time forces to meet hos tile open-
 ocean threats, to pro gram fu ture con voy ca -
pa bili ties, or to as sess readi ness to cross sea
lines of com mu ni ca tions in a con tested en vi -
ron ment. With out any JMETL re quire ment
for such train ing, should Navy METLs drive
Navy or mul ti na tional na val train ing for just
such an even tu al ity?

This Navy is sue ad dresses whether forces
should be trained un der “most likely” threat
con di tions or “worst case” con di tions. No
one ques tions the need to tran sit the

36  AIRPOWER JOURNAL  FALL 1997

                            Part of a carrier battle group. Should naval campaigns exist?



oceans; rather, one ques tions whether
training and force pro cure ment should as -
sume the ex is tence of any op po si tion on
the high seas. JMETLs with an MTW as the
most de mand ing sce nario would drive
Navy train ing to as sume no threat. But
Navy METLs might posit a com pletely dif -

fer ent train ing en vi ron ment.
The Air Force is sue ad dresses whether Air

Force precision- engagement forces would be
re quired to pene trate so phis ti cated na tional
or thea ter air and mis sile de fenses or those as -
so ci ated with pref er en tial de fense of spe cific
tar gets. Cur rent joint guid ance dis cusses
“most likely sce nar ios” but says at the same
time to as sume “worst case” con di tions.9

Should Air Force METLs as sume a set of train -
ing con di tions as so ci ated with com bat more
ro bust than an MTW even if no JMETL re -
quire ments ex ist?

The Ma rine Corps’s view of com bat now
in cludes op era tional ma neu ver from the
sea, but the Ma rines’ em brac ing of ma neu -
ver war fare con cepts has not been shared by 
the joint com mu nity. Nor is it clear that
these con cepts have been ex pressed in
terms in ter nal ized by the Air Force and
Navy.1 0 To day, we see the Ma rines pur su ing
op era tional ma neu ver from the sea and the
gen eral con cepts of ma neu ver war fare with -
out a clear man date from the CINCs’
JMETLs or even JV 2010 .11 Ma rines have a
his tory of lead ing the way in in no va tive
war- fighting con cepts, but as re gards ma -
neu ver war fare, they seem to be lean ing for -
ward in the straps. Do par al lels in doc trinal
de vel op ment ex ist within the Air Force?

 JMETLs Are Not Enough!

Al though the US gov ern ment and al lied
na tions are do ing eve ry thing in their power to 
en sure that the cur rent political- military en -
vi ron ment gets no worse—and there fore that
the global con ven tional war and re gional war
sce nar ios as so ci ated with a re sur gent or emer -
gent global threat do not re turn—this ef fort
might not suc ceed de spite our col lec tive best
ef forts. If the worst were to hap pen and a re -
sur gent or emer gent global threat or re gional
war threat did emerge, then the guid ance
from the Na tional Se cu rity Strat egy, the Na -
tional Mili tary Strat egy, the De fense Plan ning
Guid ance, and the Joint Stra te gic Ca pa bili ties
Plan would change, which in turn would
change JMETLs—but only over time. The uni -
fied CINC who had pre vi ously not con sid ered 
large num bers of Air Force global- attack
forces, manned pene trat ing bomb ers, Army
corps that would fight as serv ice ele ments,
open- ocean com bat in con tested seas, or ma -
neu ver war fare as mis sion es sen tial would
face the im me di ate need to have forces
trained, equipped, and ready for these tasks.

In such a situa tion, the uni fied CINCs
would turn to the serv ices for trained and
equipped forces to meet the new con di tions.
That none of these forces might have trained
for such con di tions of com bat or that forces
to per form such mis sions might not ex ist
would ex ac er bate an al ready trou ble some di -
lemma. Fur ther, if no hard ware ex isted to
sup port more de mand ing mis sions, the situa -
tion could be come in tol er able.

Un der con gres sional, DOD, and JCS man -
date, the uni formed serv ices—not the
CINCs—are re spon si ble for train ing, equip -
ping, and or gan iz ing the armed forces. These
re spon si bili ties are not lim ited to con di tions
as sumed by the CINCs as they make up their
cur rent JMETLs or to the fu ture of com bat as
en vis aged in JV 2010. The serv ices have a re -
spon si bil ity to de velop a force be yond that re -
quired to meet the cur rent threat. In other
words, the serv ices have a long- range view as
op posed to the short- range view of the uni -
fied CINCs.

Be cause the serv ices have a longer view,
they have the pri mary re spon si bil ity for the
de vel op ment of new weap ons sys tems,
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evalua tion of emerg ing tech nolo gies, and as -
so ci ated re search and de vel op ment func -
tions. The serv ices—not the uni f ied
CINCs—have the pri mary re spon si bil ity for
the pro cure ment of weap ons sys tems and the
equip ping of forces for the fu ture. If this func -
tion were sub or di nated to the more short-
 range view of the JMETL pro cess, or even that
found in JV 2010, a dras tic change would oc -
cur in what the armed serv ices buy.

Ap par ently the new ad vanced con cepts
tech nol ogy dem on stra tion (ACTD) pro cess is
re mov ing some pro cure ment de ci sions from
the serv ices. Prom is ing ad vanced tech nolo -
gies are put di rectly into the hands of uni fied
CINCs, who must de ter mine mili tary util ity
and im pact on joint doc trine. The ACTD pro-
 cess puts the CINCs rather than the serv ice
chiefs ini tially in the driv er’s seat on cer tain
ma jor pro cure ment pro grams. JV 2010 states
that this new joint vi sion will also have a role
in the ACTD pro cess, but that role is still be -
ing for mu lated.

This is not to say that ei ther the long- range
serv ice view or the short- range CINC view is
su pe rior. On the con trary, the na tion needs
the in put of both if it is to make in formed de -
ci sions on the al lo ca tion of re sources to sup -
port DOD pro grams. Nor should the reader
in fer that the author is ad vo cat ing the back -
ped al ing of serv ice sup port for joint ness. This 
ar ti cle does ar gue, how ever, that even in an
era of joint ness, the na tion needs to en sure
that the serv ices are able to per form non joint
and non- mission- essential tasks that may be
re quired in the fu ture. In short, JMETLs are
not enough!

 How to Determine Service
Core Competencies

The Re port of the Com mis sion on Roles and
Mis sions of 1995 fore saw some of these prob -
lems and used the phrase “core com pe ten -
cies” to re fer to those tasks in which the serv -
ices should main tain ex per tise. The re port
stated that “core com pe ten cies are the set of
spe cific ca pa bili ties or ac tivi ties fun da men tal 
to a Serv ice or agency role.” It also said that

“we af firm the role of the Mili tary Serv ices in
de vel op ing con cepts, doc trine, tac tics, tech -
niques, and pro ce dures that de rive from their
core com pe ten cies.” The com mis sion did not
feel that serv ice core com pe ten cies con flicted
with the prepa ra tion for joint war fare. In -
stead, the re port said that those core com pe -
ten cies “de fine the Serv ice’s or agen cy’s es -
sen tial  con tri  bu tions to the over al l
ef fec tive ness of DOD and its Uni fied Com -

mand” and that they are “a pre req ui site to im -
proved joint mili tary ef fec tive ness.” 12

The core com pe ten cies of the uni formed
mili tary serv ices are those roles and func tions 
as signed to them by higher author ity. They
de fine, for ex am ple, the over all re spon si bil ity 
of the in di vid ual serv ice in the train ing,
equip ping, and or gan iz ing of its mili tary
forces. This would in clude, but is not lim ited
to, pro cure ment, mo bi li za tion, edu ca tion
and train ing, prepa ra tion of doc trine, or gani -
za tion, per son nel man age ment, trans por ta -
tion, and so forth. Most of these com pe ten -
cies are out l ined in leg is  la t ion and
ad min is tra tive regu la tions that de line ate the
dif fer ences be tween mili tary de part ments
and com bat ant com mand ers. War- fighting
core com pe ten cies, how ever, are more dif fi -
cult to as cer tain.

Just what are the spe cific war- fighting core
com pe ten cies of each serv ice, and how
should they be de ter mined? The Air Force has
pub lished its list. The Navy might ar gue that
open- ocean com bat is a core com pe tency.
The Army might ar gue that core com pe ten -
cies in clude the abil ity to ma neu ver a corps,
while the Ma rine Corps might ar gue that it
would in clude the am phibi ous as sault ca pa -
bil ity for a Ma rine ex pe di tion ary bri -
gade–sized force in an opposed- landing en vi -
ron ment.
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Should each serv ice have the right to ar gue 
for its own ver sion of its war- fighting core
com pe ten cies, or should it re main sup por tive 
of JV 2010? Should serv ice core com pe ten cies 
be based upon serv ice or joint doc trine? Per -
haps his tori cal use or ex pected fu ture uses of
that serv ice should be the de cid ing fac tor. An -
other ap proach en tails re view ing the leg is la -
tion and ad min is tra tive regu la tions that as -
sign war- fighting roles to the serv ices and
de riv ing tasks from them. Af ter all, if Con -
gress, DOD, or JCS has di rected that a serv ice
be ca pa ble of per form ing a role or a func tion,
one would as sume that it ought to be able to
do so.

What ever the method, the serv ices should
agree on a gen eral ap proach to the prob lem
and un der stand that their role is com ple men -
tary to sup port ing joint ness. Serv ices need to
sup port the war- fighting uni fied CINCs with
their abili ties to per form cur rent tasks. But
they also need to take the long view and
main tain ca pa bili ties that cur rently do not
ap pear on the uni fied CINCs’ vari ous JMETLs.

The is sue of how much the na tion should
sup port the long and short views needs to be
con sciously ad dressed with solid ana lytic
meth od olo gies. We must bal ance the abil ity
to meet cur rent tasks against the need to ad -
dress po ten tial fu ture threats with emerg ing
tech nolo gies and doc trine. Al though we
proba bly don’t have suf fi cient re sources to

ade quately fund both, an in formed na tion
can make in tel li gent choices.

 Conclusions
The United States should and could have

armed forces that op er ate jointly. Con sid era -
tion of service- specific core com pe ten cies is
not a re treat to the days be fore the
Goldwater- Nichols De part ment of De fense
Re or gani za tion Act of 1986. Joint ness is the
right an swer—but it is not the only an swer.
The ba sis of sound joint mili tary op era tions
lies in the armed serv ices’ mas tery of their
own core com pe ten cies. Only then can they
ad vance to the more com plex lev els of train -
ing and skill re quired when they op er ate with
each other.

The ob vi ous rub to all this is re sourcing.
Will the na tion pro vide the re sources to build
and train a mili tary that is ca pa ble of do ing
more than fight ing in an MTW- level sce -
nario? If the an swer is no, then the mili tary
must pro vide not only a risk as sess ment but
also a backup plan to han dle re gional wars
and global con ven tional wars. That plan can -
not just as sume there will be stra te gic warn -
ing and suf fi cient time to pre pare for more de -
mand ing re quire ments. In the ab sence of any
se ri ous plan ning to han dle more than an
MTW and with cost driv ing the so lu tion, nu -
clear weap ons be come the low- cost hedge.
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